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The applicants claim a novel method for identifying a person's allergies. The 
method eliminates the need for using what are perhaps the two most common types of 
allergy testing: 1) skin-prick test, and 2) elimination diet (see pg. 2, line 26 - pg. 3, line 
13 of the subject application). 

The rejection of the applicant's claims rely on two references: Berkkow and 
Evans. Berkow proposes the elimination diet (Berkow, pg. 329, paragraph entitled 
"Diagnosis") or the skin-prick test (Berkowrpg. -650, paragraph #4). Evansleachesa 
computerized system for maintaining medical records. The Evans system has nothing to 
do with determining a person's allergies, it just keeps a computerized record of them. 

With the applicants' invention, a patient enters a daily log of whatever foods they 
normally eat and any reactions they may experience. The method involves no skin-prick 
test nor requires any prescribed diet such as an elimination diet. The patient just records 
whatever they happen to eat. After recording several weeks or months of data, the 
applicants' program automatically analyzes the information to determine if any significant 
mathematical correlations exist between a reaction and any of the foods, whereby a high 
positive correlation identifies which foods are most likely causing the reaction. 

This concept is defined in claim 1, which specifically recites: "computing a 
plurality of correlations corresponding to the plurality of possible influencing agents as 
each of the plurality "of possible influracing agents^lat^tbtEe feaclibn;"aSfd"based on the 
plurality of correlations, determining and displaying the suspect influencing agent." The 
cited prior art fails to disclose this element of the applicants' invention. Thus, this is a 
clear omission of an essential element needed for a prima facia rejection. 

One factual error of the rejection pertains to the applicants' Claim 1. The 
Examiner states "Berkow also teaches that patterns of symptoms may be correlated to 
environmental exposure. . .;" however, Berkow does not say this. On pg. 650, paragraph 
4, Berkow actually says, "results are correlated with the pattern of symptoms and related 
to environmental exposures." Berkow's statement is a little confusing, but it appears that 
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Berkow is saying that the results are correlated with the pattern of symptoms, and the 
results are related to environmental exposures. The applicant is having difficulty making 
sense of this, but the fact that Berklow clearly states, "the results are correlated with the 
pattern of symptoms" appears to mean that the test results and the symptoms are ^ 
compared for correlation, whereas in the case of the applicants' invention, the exposures 
and the symptoms are compared for correlation - the difference being: Berkow uses the 
skin prick test, and the applicant does not. 

For these reasons and others mentioned in the applicant's response submitted on 
March 1, 2007, the applicants submit that the final rejection mailed May 4, 2007 relies on 
clear factual errors and omissions of essential elements needed for a prima facia rejection. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Robert J. Harter (Reg: 32,03 1) 
Patent Agent for Applicants 
608-519-1400 



